Dear Harold, 


October 10, 1970 

Sorry that it's taken me so long to write. I have three letters from you, and 
Dick Bemabei has sent me his letters to Paul. Enclosed is my answer to his 
answer to my memo. He seems to have completely missed my main points or select- 
ively perceived them. I stayed away from politics and discussed mostly his 
logic and theory testing model. I even went light on the experiment itself. 
Several copies are enclosed of my last letter to Paul and as* before, you can 
send them out. I will send one to Dick B. , so don't send one to him. 

Your letter of 9--17 5 glad to hear that some things are being accomplied 
in regard to the brief. I have never paid Bud a cent or in any other way 
joined his committee. I said that I would certainly be willing to cooperate, 
but that there are things I would not give him for his files, and in fact that 
I would prefer to send everything to you and have you send on what you thought 
appropriate. He considers me a member of sorts, and in fact #$## just referred 
a guy to me from Duluth as an important researcher, but did not say I was a 
member, as for what is motivating Paul, I suspect that he is experiencing a 
bit of an identity crisis of some sort, and maybe with this pauer as a vehicle 
tyying to convey some long standing emotional feelings about the critics.. The 
Garrison stuff and other political stuff would support such a hypothesis. In 
other words, what his paper may represent is an expression of doubts and anger 
at some of the critics for irresponsibility, or incomplete investigating. If 
he is to become a physicist, he will no longer be with# the feadflies and the 
students, but rather with those who are supposedly moee objective. Thus, in 
his last letter to me, he says that there is no 100^ evidence or even compelling 
evidence of a shot from the front, but forgets the analogous argument that the 
same is true from the rear if one ignores eyewitnesses and medical evidence. 

I simply do not know Paul well enough, nor do I know of his life situation, to 
allow myself to do such idle speculating anymore than the preceeding. Alvarez's 
influence, in this case, is probable, but most likely has to do with attitudes 
and questions of approach and questions as to what makes a physicist tick rather 
than any pressure. You, for instance, have influenced me in ways and areas whic 
in no way relate to the assassination, nor does this influence #have to do with 
needs on my part to please you or of fears that you will not like me. Alvarez 
may be a very important person in Paul's life. I appreciate your personal 
’advice about my future, in this letter, by the way. 

Your next letters: The book that Newsweek knew of ife out and known to 

us — John William ' s "The King that God did not Save." Agreed on the time needed 

to reply to Paul. You have, as usual, done far more than your share. So hatf# 

Dick B. , to a lesser degree. Glad to see that all of us made a few of the same 

points, but that each of us added some of his own. It is also a good feeling 
for someone in my position to know that you and Dick are so dependable to make 
the arguments from the evidence, physics, etc. You both did better than I would 
have anyway, but I'm glad I didn't try given my time problem. Paul will have 
a lot of info now so that he should realize on his own that something has 
blinded him a bit in a way untypical of Paul. 

Prom your last letter, the Bud thing is as we feared. I haven't heard 
from Dick b pra gue since his first visit here. I will write Mary today and 
agree with your concern. Glad to hear that Paul Rothermel is alive and well. 

The Psych conference which I played a major role in was a big success, bath 
in terms of the papers presented, and in terms of the interpersonal experimnne. 
Therapy has been tough# this past week and I have been depressed, but don't yet 
know why. But, at least something's happening. I hope you and Lil are OK 
when this arrives, God only knows when I'll get back to see you. Best wishes. 



